August 3, 2001

U.S. PARTICIPATION IN GLOBAL
CLIMATE CHANGE RESPONSE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last week,
178 countries reached an agreement in
Bonn, Germany, on implementation of
the Kyoto Protocol. While this agree-
ment does not settle all the details of
how a ratified protocol might work,
nearly all the signatories to that trea-
ty hailed last week’s agreement as a
step forward in the worldwide response
to global climate change.

I am disappointed, however, that the
United States remained on the side-
lines of this latest round of negotia-
tions. I urged the Bush administration
not to abandon the negotiation proc-
ess. I think that we have seen, in last
week’s agreement, proof that the rest
of the world will not sit idly by and
wait for the United States. Perhaps
this is a good lesson for the adminis-
tration to learn. America must make
an effort, in concert with both indus-
trialized and developing countries, to
address the real and serious problem of
global climate change.

While I believe that the United
States must remain engaged in multi-
lateral talks to address the ever-in-
creasing amounts of greenhouse gases
that are emitted into our atmosphere,
this does not mean that we should sim-
ply sign up to any agreement that may
come down the road. The Senate has
been very clear on the conditions under
which a treaty on climate change may
be ratified.

Developing countries must also be in-
cluded in a binding framework to limit
their future emissions of greenhouse
gases. It makes no difference if a
greenhouse gas is released from a fac-
tory in the United States or a factory
in China; the global effect is the same.
Quizzically, the Kyoto Protocol, as now
written, does make such distinctions.
It ignores scientific knowledge about
the global nature of the problem.

The question of developing country
participation was not addressed at the
conference in Bonn. Without the
United States’ full engagement in the
talks, there is no other country that
can raise this issue and stand a chance
of success. This is not meant to dispar-
age the herculean efforts of some of our
closest allies to improve the technical
aspects of last week’s agreement. Some
of our allies made substantial contribu-
tions to the agreement on technical
issues such as allowing the use of for-
ests to absorb carbon dioxide, which is
a greenhouse gas, and attempting to
improve the compliance mechanisms of
the treaty. Those allies should be ap-
plauded for their efforts to craft an
agreement that does not preclude the
United States from participating in fu-
ture talks, but even our allies would
agree that the United States must re-
turn to the table.

Despite the shortcomings in the
agreement reached at Bonn, I see a
window of opportunity for the United
States to rejoin the multilateral talks
on the Kyoto Protocol. It is a small
window, and it is closing, but it is a
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window nonetheless. In October 2001,
the next round of negotiations on cli-
mate change will begin in Marrakesh,
Morocco. If the administration were to
formulate a new, comprehensive, mul-
tilateral plan to address climate
change before that conference, I be-
lieve there would be several factors
working in our favor.

The world agrees that any treaty on
climate change will be of limited use
unless the United States is a full par-
ticipant, because we are, for now, the
largest emitter of greenhouse gases.
Developing countries know that we
will be the source of much of the new
technology that will allow them to use
cleaner, more efficient forms of energy.
The United States also has much to
gain by working with other countries
to secure ‘‘emission credits’” that will
help us to reduce our greenhouse gas
emissions in a manner that lessens the
impact on our economy. Other coun-
tries recognize these facts, and many
may be willing to hear a bold, new pro-
posal from the United States that may
facilitate our return to an improved
version of the Kyoto Protocol.

Make no doubt about it, if the United
States does return to negotiating on
the Kyoto Protocol, progress will not
come easy. But in some respects, our
role as an international leader is at
stake. In Bonn, by remaining on the
sidelines during the negotiation, the
United States ceded its leadership be-
cause of a hasty declaration that the
Protocol was, in the words of the Presi-
dent, ‘‘fatally flawed.” I continue to
urge President Bush to demonstrate
the indispensability of our leadership
in the world by rejoining the negotia-
tions on global climate change, and di-
recting those negotiations toward a so-
lution that encourages developing
country participation and protects the
health of our economy.

I note that my colleagues on the
Committee on Foreign Relations also
recognize the importance of remaining
engaged in these discussions. On
Wednesday, that committee accepted,
by a unanimous vote, an amendment to
the State Department authorization
bill that expounds upon the Senate’s
position on climate change. Sponsored
by Senator KERRY, this amendment ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that
the United States must address climate
change both domestically and inter-
nationally, and supports the objective
of our participation in a revised Kyoto
Protocol or other, future binding cli-
mate change agreement, that includes
developing country participation and
protects our economy. It is a wise and
well-crafted statement, which I support
fully.

Formulating an international re-
sponse to climate change is an ambi-
tious goal. It is a challenge to which
the United States must rise. I hope
that when Congress returns to session
in September, the President will have
made the decision that our country
must be a full participant in inter-
national talks on the Kyoto Protocol,
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and that he will have made progress in
developing specific proposals to im-
prove a multilateral treaty on climate
change.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

——
EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been
very concerned for several months
about the Senate not taking action on
the Export Administration Act. It is so
important to this country that we keep
up with the technology that is avail-
able and sell it overseas.

I called the President’s Chief of Staff
yesterday and said it appeared the
House was not going to act on the bill.
They had simply given us an extension
until November. That really does not
help very much. So I asked the Presi-
dent’s Chief of Staff, Andrew Card, if
we can get a letter from the President
indicating how important this was and
that he would use whatever Executive
powers he had at his control during
this period of time when we are in a
situation where companies cannot sell
what they need to sell, and the Presi-
dent fulfilled that responsibility. I ap-
preciate it very much.

Condoleezza Rice said among other
things:

I am pleased that the Senate plans to take
up S. 149 on September 4, 2001. Because the
current Export Administration Act will ex-
pire on August 20, 2001, the President is pre-
pared to use the authorities provided him
under the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act to extend the existing
dual-use export control program. As you
know, IEEPA authority has previously been
used to administer our export control pro-
grams. Since a new EAA will provide us the
strongest authority to administer dual-use
export controls, particularly as related to
enforcement, penalties for export control
violations, and the protection of business
propriety information, we support swift en-
actment of S. 149.

Mr. President, this statement says a
great deal. As I indicated, I am very
appreciative.

To maintain America’s technology
superiority, the United States must
modernize outdated export controls on
information products and technology.
Reform of the export control system is
critical because restricting access to
computing power is not feasible and no
longer serves the national interest. It
needlessly undermines technological
preeminence of America’s information
technology industry without accom-
plishing any significant national secu-
rity objective.

The continued use of MTOPS, a
standard design by the United States
Government to regulate the export of
information technology is outdated
given today’s technological and eco-
nomic realities and the global econ-
omy.

Under current law, the President of
the United States is required to use an
antiquated metric, called MTOPS,
which means millions of theoretical
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